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The House met at 10 a.m.

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Rev. James David
Ford, D.D., offered the following pray-
er:

Teach us, O gracious God, to be re-
sponsive to the prayers and blessings
and support that other people share
with us. When we truly examine our
lives, we see how those about us have
favored us with both material and spir-
itual gifts and we, too, often only ac-
cept the gift and never offer our appre-
ciation to the giver. Remind us always,
O God, to be grateful for the support
and advocacy of other people in our
daily lives so we will respond with a
true spirit of thanksgiving. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman
from Missouri [Mr. VOLKMER] come for-
ward and lead the House in the Pledge
of Allegiance.

Mr. VOLKMER led the Pledge of Al-
legiance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

APPOINTMENT AS MEMBER OF
THE UNITED STATES DELEGA-
TION OF THE MEXICO-UNITED
STATES INTERPARLIAMENTARY
GROUP

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the pro-
visions of 22 U.S.C. 276h, the Chair ap-
points the following Member of the
House as a Member of the United
States Delegation of the Mexico-United
States Interparliamentary Group for
the 1st session of the 104th Congress:

Mr. KoLBE of Arizona, chairman.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER

The SPEAKER. The Chair will recog-
nize Members for 20 1-minute speeches
on each side.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
for Ohio [Mr. HokE].

CONTRACT WITH AMERICA

(Mr. HOKE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. HOKE. Mr. Speaker, our Con-
tract With America states the follow-
ing:

On the first day of Congress the Re-
publican House will require Congress to
live under the same laws as everyone
else, cut committee staffs by one-third,
and cut the congressional budget. We
have kept our promise.

It continues in this way. That in the
first 100 days we will vote on the fol-
lowing items:

A balanced budget amendment; we
kept our promise, we passed it.

Unfunded mandates legislation; we
kept our promise.

Line-item veto; we kept our promise.

A new crime package to stop violent
criminals; we kept our promise.

National security restoration to pro-
tect our freedoms; we kept our prom-
ise.

Government regulatory reform; we
are doing this right now.

Welfare reform to encourage work,
not dependence; family reenforcement
to crack down on deadbeat dads and to
protect our children; tax cuts for mid-
dle-class, middle-income families; Sen-
ior Citizens Equity Act to allow our
seniors to work without Government
penalty; common sense legal reform to
end frivolous lawsuits; and term limits
to make Congress a citizen legislature.

Mr. Speaker, this is our Contract
With America.

QUESTIONING THE CREATION OF A
FREE TRADE ZONE IN ISRAEL
AND THE APPOINTMENT OF THE
SPEAKER’S WIFE

(Mr. VOLKMER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Speaker, just
last week one of our colleagues gave
much needed criticism to several
former higher ranking Government of-
ficials who now represent foreign inter-
ests. | rise today to protest the job
given to the wife of our Speaker by a
group of American investors who want
to create a free trade zone in Israel.
What does a free trade zone mean? It
means companies operating within the
zone can import duty free and then ex-
port to the United States duty free. In
other words, export American jobs to
Israel so they can produce products
that can come back to the United
States to compete with American made
products.

The Speaker’s wife, Marianne Ging-
rich, reportedly is paid $30,000 annually
plus commissions on each American
company she convinces to leave the
United States. For instance, a 10-per-
cent commission on a $100 million fac-
tory would be $10 million to the Speak-
er’s wife. Why did this job go to the
Speaker’s wife? Four and a half million
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here, 10 million there. How many mil-
lions before an independent counsel is
named to investigate the Speaker’s
shady deals.

INCREASES, NOT CUTS, CLAIMED
FOR THE SCHOOL LUNCH PRO-
GRAM

(Mr. TIAHRT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Speaker, we have
been falsely accused by our opponents
and by the media of cutting nutrition
programs through the Contract With
America. The GOP has developed a
plan, and it is a good plan. | have a
graphic representation of that here. It
talks about proposed spending.

In fiscal year 1995 for the school
lunch program we are increasing spend-
ing from $4.5 to $4.7 billion. That is a
$200 million increase in spending on nu-
trition programs. Yet we have been ac-
cused of trying to starve children.

Under the Women and Children’s Nu-
trition Program we are increasing from
$3.47 to $3.68 billion. This is a $200 mil-
lion increase.

I just want to tell the people in
America that the Contract With Amer-
ica is not a contract on America. We
have a plan to feed those who are truly
in need. We have a plan to cover those
who have problems in our society. |
think it is a good plan. | intend to sup-
port it, and | encourage others to sup-
port it.

CHINA POLICY RAISES QUESTIONS
ABOUT INTELLIGENT LIFE IN
WASHINGTON

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, ev-
erybody knows that China is ripping
America off. They now enjoy a $38 bil-
lion trade surplus, laughing all the way
to a Chinese bank.

To me that is unbelievable, but what
is more unbelievable is that China is
then rewarded with most-favored-na-
tion trade status.

But what can even be more troubling
in all this is that with that $35 billion,
China builds Silkworm missiles. Then
China takes those Silkworm missiles
and sells them to Iran. Then Iran takes
those Silkworm missiles and threatens
the gulf, and then the Pentagon says to
Congress, ‘“We need more money to
protect the gulf from those Silkworm
missiles that Iran has that were made
in China.”

Beam me up, Mr. Speaker. Now
NASA is on an unmanned space mis-
sion to the moon. | think NASA should
redirect and have an unmanned space
mission to Washington, DC, and try to
find out if there is any intelligent life
left in the Nation’s Capital.
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A LOVE AFFAIR WITH THE
FEDERAL BUREAUCRACY

(Mr. NORWOOD asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Speaker, why
the Democratic love affair with the bu-
reaucracy? What motivates the Demo-
crats to fight so hard to save it?

As part of our welfare reform pack-
age, we Republicans have proposed in-
creasing money for school nutrition
programs and giving it directly to the
States, thereby cutting out the bu-
reaucracy. Yet, the Democrats have
lied about the Republican plan to save
the bureaucracy. Why?

Well, a good investigator always fol-
lows the money. When we do, we find
that the eight largest Federal Govern-
ment employee PAC’s in the last five
election cycles contributed $17.1 mil-
lion to Democratic candidates, but
only $1.9 million to Republican can-
didates. That is about a 9-to-1 ratio fa-
voring the Democrats.

Could this be why the Democrats
fight so hard and misinform so much?
Are they really committed to the chil-
dren, or to the bureaucracy that fills
their electoral coffers?

The Republican plan, Mr. Speaker,
will put more money where it is needed
most.

WELFARE—A COLOSSAL FAILURE
IN THE WAR ON POVERTY

(Mr. BALLENGER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker, with
all the distortion, deceit, and deception
coming from the other side of the aisle
on the issue of welfare reform, | think
it is time to remind my Democrat col-
leagues that welfare has been a colos-
sal failure.

Since 1965, we have spent $5 trillion
on welfare, an amount greater than our
total national debt. An amount greater
than the cost of winning World War
Il—even in constant, inflation-adjusted
dollars.

But far from winning the War on
Poverty, we have spent $5 trillion and
poverty has won, or at least is winning.

Consider the sad facts. Since the end
of World War Il, poverty in America
had been declining at a rapid and
steady rate. But as welfare spending in-
creased in the late 1960’s and early
1970’s, the poverty rate leveled off and
began climbing, reversing a decades
long trend in the other direction.

So why do the Democrats fight so
hard to preserve a system that has
been such a failure? Why do they want
to perpetuate a system that has
trapped so many in a cycle of depend-
ency? Why are they so wedded to the
old order?

SCHOOL LUNCHES

(Ms. ESHOO asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1

March 1, 1995

minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Speaker, it is said in
every war the first casualty is the
truth and this is certainly the case in
the Republican revolution.

While the GOP claims that its budget
cuts will not hurt American children,
the truth is that children are the ones
in the direct line of fire.

Mr. Speaker, 43 percent of the chil-
dren in my district—18,625 children—
will be impacted by the Republicans’
cuts in the School Lunch Program.

A lunch may be something my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle
take for granted, but for some of these
children it is their only meal of the
day.

This meal provides the nourishment
they need to learn and perform better
so they can become productive citizens.

The mantra of the day is block
grants. Well this one needs to be close-
ly examined. The truth is there will be
less money in the block grants and the
Governors don’t have to use this
money for school lunches.

To make matters worse, the Repub-
licans have eliminated national nutri-
tional standards which prevented
ketchup from being counted as a vege-
table.

Mr. Speaker, the mean-spirited at-
tacks on our children must stop. | urge
my colleagues to oppose these dev-
astating cuts—for our children and for
the future of our country.

SUNDRY MESSAGES FROM THE
PRESIDENT

Sundry messages in writing from the
President of the United States were
communicated to the House by Mr.
Edwin Thomas, one of his secretaries.

NUTRITION PROGRAMS FEED
CHILDREN, NOT BUREAUCRATS

(Ms. PRYCE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. PRYCE. Mr. Speaker, to listen to
the Democrats speak, one would think
the Republicans are ogres, taking food
out of the mouths of babes. They have
called us cruel; they have called us des-
picable.

Mr. Speaker, what is despicable is
their tactics. They are deceiving the
American people, and they know it.
There are absolutely no cuts in the
School Lunch Program under the Re-
publican welfare plan. Let me say that
again. Thee will be no cuts in the
School Lunch Program.

As a matter of fact, the funding for
the program will actually increase by
$203 million, an increase of 4.5 percent.
Furthermore, the Republican plan
guarantees that 80 percent of the funds
will actually go to feed hungry chil-
dren, while 2 percent can be spent on
administrative costs.

Our proposal will make sure that the
money will go where it is needed, into
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food for children, not pay checks for
bureaucrats. Democrats seem more
concerned about feeding bureaucrats
than feeding children.

Mr. Speaker, the debate should not
involve using scare tactics to defend
the status quo. Our children are more
important than that.

O 1015

COLOR-BLIND JUSTICE

(Mr. FLAKE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Speaker, | am over-
joyed at all of the discussions that we
are having about a color-blind society.
A color-blind society starts with color-
blind justice.

Yesterday, the U.S. Commission on
Sentences released a study. That study
said that crack sentences put more
blacks in prison. It must be understood
that the disparity in the law that al-
lows for a person with 5 grams of crack
cocaine to serve a term of 5 years ver-
sus a person who serves 5 years who has
10,000 grams of powder cocaine is an in-
justice. It is unfair.

I would call on my Republican col-
leagues and others in the Democratic
Party to join with me. Let us work to-
ward a color-blind society, but let us
start with the reality that color-blind
justice must be a part of what makes
this process workable.

When we get to that point, | think we
can all agree that we are moving to-
ward the kind of society that was in-
tended from the beginning. This Amer-
ican democracy is an inclusive one.

FEDERAL SCHOOL LUNCH
PROGRAM

(Mr. JONES asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, finally, the
truth has prevailed. For the past week,
House Republicans have been accused
of not caring for children and for fu-
ture American generations. Opponents
believe that we are going to dismantle
the Federal School Lunch Program.
That is simply not true.

We realize that children are better
able to learn when fed a nutritious
meal on a regular basis. Under our pro-
posal, the program will grow by 4.5 per-
cent, and in the current budget year we
will spend $4.7 billion, yet another in-
crease for children.

Since January, we have been busy
passing a balanced budget amendment,
a line-item veto, and even a new and
improved crime package for the benefit
of our children. In the coming weeks,
we will work on a welfare reform pack-
age, a commonsense legal reform meas-
ure, and finish streamlining the Fed-
eral regulatory maze.

We will continue to create a brighter
future for our country’s most impor-
tant resource—our children.
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NO FREE LUNCH

(Mr. GUTIERREZ asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Speaker, the
Republicans have said ‘“no more free
lunches.”” But, to whom have they said
this? To themselves or to the Washing-
ton special interests? No. To well-paid
lobbyists or well-connected contrac-
tors? No.

Instead, they have said ‘““‘no more free
lunch’’—no lunch at all—to the mil-
lions of children who depend on the
Federal Government’s School Lunch
Program. Mr. Speaker, we need con-
gressional reform, like a gift ban, be-
cause we can only represent our con-
stituents if we share the experiences
that they go through everyday. And
this latest cruel cut shows that we
have very little in common with our
youngest, most vulnerable constitu-
ents.

Yes, it is business as usual in Wash-
ington, even though outside the belt-
way, belts will be worn a little tighter
than usual.

Members of Congress and lobbyists
can keep their three-martini lunches,
while our poorest children can’t even
get three square meals.

So, | say to the Republicans, you de-
fend your elegant lunches with lobby-
ists who make millions, and we Demo-
crats are going to defend the modest
lunches that feed millions of children.

THE EFFECT OF THE DEFICIT ON
OUR CHILDREN

(Mr. MCINNIS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, after
hearing some of the comments earlier
this morning, let me tell Members that
the children that are in the direct line
of fire are in the direct line of fire be-
cause they have got something called
the Federal deficit which is about to
explode in their lap.

If we want to help the children of the
future, we better do something about
this deficit and we better be prepared
to address the bureaucracy on the food
School Lunch Program.

Do not let the Democrats on the
fringe left parade around and say we
are taking food out of the children of
this country. We are not doing that.

We are just saying we have got to
change the status quo. We need to in-
troduce something called business
management 101 to operate that pro-
gram.

That program is going to be run
much efficiently under Republican con-
trol and a lot more Kkids are going to
get fed under Republican control than
the Democrats ever dreamed.

In addition to all that, we are going
to get that next generation out of the
Federal deficit like the Democrats
want to end it.
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WELFARE ISN'T A LUXURY

(Ms. FURSE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. FURSE. Mr. Speaker, | am ap-
palled at the mean spirit of my Repub-
lican colleagues. | rise today to call on
them to get over their stereotypes of
welfare. They should listen to experts
like Joe Livingston from southwest
Portland:

As a medical student at Oregon Health
Sciences University, | see poverty all of the
time, and it reminds me of my own experi-
ences growing up. | was the child of a teen-
age parent. There were times in our lives
when my mother could not make ends meet
and we went on welfare.

I find it terrifying that many in Congress
feel it is good for the country to decide that
if young women have children outside of
marriage they should be abandoned. Teenage
mothers do not need our government to pun-
ish them; they need help. Their young chil-
dren do not need Congress to judge them as
bastards; they need food and shelter.

THE TRUTH ABOUT REPUBLICANS
AND CHILDREN

(Mrs. CUBIN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mrs. CUBIN. Mr. Speaker, | am

standing here today, and | am going to
come back and | am going to stand
here every day until we get this bill
passed or until they start telling the
truth.

The truth is, if Members wanted to
know who cares about feeding children
in America, the Republicans care.

I am a mother. | have served school
lunches myself. | have cooked the food.
I have taken the food there to serve it.
There is no one in Washington who
wants to take care of the school chil-
dren in Wyoming and across the coun-
try more than | do and more than my
colleagues do.

The truth of the matter is, my col-
leagues, that we are spending more
money for school lunches. We are al-
lowing the people who really care
about the people who knows what their
needs are in the States to make the de-
cisions that affect those children.

We are allowing families to take over
feeding their children again. The
School Lunch Program does not just
feed poor children. It feeds people’s
children who do not need money in
order to supplement the cost. That is
wrong.

We need to take care of the people
who need it, and that is best decided at
the States.

THE EFFECT OF REPUBLICAN
CUTS ON THE STATE OF CALI-
FORNIA

(Mr. MILLER of California asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, the gentlewoman in the well
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just preceding me got it all wrong, be-
cause the truth is, according to the Los
Angeles Times, that California loses a
billion dollars in school lunch money
that would go to directly buy means
for young children in our schools who
need it or they risk being hungry every
day—a billion dollars.

The Republicans want to talk about
how they are cutting the bureaucracy
in Washington. The School Lunch Pro-
gram is run in the States. It is run by
local people, local school districts, and
the billion dollars comes out of the
lunches of children.

The article goes on to say that the
billion dollars comes out of the pocket
of working parents who have their chil-
dren in family day care, because those
children will now lose the $3 a day so
we are talking about 30,000 day care
centers in California that will lose this
money, and that means that they will
simply have to drop out and parents
will not be able to afford day care.

We are talking an additional $60 a
month for day care. That is where the
billion dollars is. That is the loss of
California. That is the truth outside
the beltway.

REFORMING WELFARE

(Mr. CHABOT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Speaker, we have
been hearing a lot of griping from the
other side of the aisle over Republican
efforts to overhaul the current welfare
system. It seems that every time Re-
publicans suggest a positive idea for
change, the Democrats immediately
start yelling no. What | find interest-
ing is that the Democrats have not in-
troduced any legislation of their own.
They have no bill. All they are doing is
defending with all their might the sta-
tus quo and the liberal welfare state
that they built up over the last 40
years.

Mr. Speaker, | believe the American
people want change. They are sick and
tired of paying for a system that has
produced failure, crime and decay.

We have heard the voters, the man-
date that they gave for smaller govern-
ment, a less costly government, a more
efficient government. By reforming
welfare, we are giving the American
people what they demand.

SCHOOL LUNCH CUTS

(Mr. WISE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, at Berkeley
Heights Elementary School this week
they do not think of the School Lunch
Program as welfare. They think of sim-
ple nutrition and simple common
sense. Those who say that there is no
cut, apparently they have not spoken
to those in their States as | have who
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know that, who have read their legisla-
tion and know that the Republicans
are proposing cuts, real cuts that will
mean the folding of School Lunch Pro-
grams across the country.

Reputable groups say it could be as
much as $7 billion, because what is
done is you put the programs, the nu-
tritional programs like school lunch,
school breakfast, emergency food sup-
plements, Women, Infants and Children
all into one block grant. Then what
you do is you make people fight to
compete over those. You also remove
the standards that have been so impor-
tant. Remember the days of ketchup
and relish being a vegetable. You do
not have to worry about that anymore
because you just take the whole lunch
tray so you do not have to worry what
is on it anymore.

I also have great concerns about
making this a block grant. Because
when you put Women, Infants and Chil-
dren and all the others together, you
make the pregnant mother compete
with her children in school for supple-
ment and you make the day care tod-
dler compete with his brothers and sis-
ters in elementary school for lunch.

DEMOCRATS AND BUREAUCRATS

(Mr. CHAMBLISS asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. Speaker, how
many times have we heard that money
is the root of all evil? | do not know if
it is the root of all evil, but it does ap-
pear to be the root of the
disinformation campaign being waged
by the Democrats to, get this, defend
the current welfare system.

A quick perusal of campaign finance
records shows that the eight largest
Federal employee unions gave a whop-
ping nine times more to Democratic
candidates than Republican candidates
over the last five elction cycles.

Once we know that fact, it is easier
to understand the Democrats’ attack
on the Republican plan to increase
spending on the school lunches while
decreasing the Federal bureaucracy.

Once we know that fact, it is no sur-
prise that the Democrats have decided
to cast their lot with the bureaucrats
instead of the recipients of the School
Lunch program, namely the children at
schools like R.B. Wright school in my
hometown where my wife has taught
for 20 years.

Once we know that fact, it is easy to
understand why the American people
chose Republicans on November 8 to
conduct welfare reform.

SUPPORT FOR WIC

(Mr. DURBIN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)
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Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, | wish
some of my Republican friends would
just spend a few minutes visiting a WIC
clinic, just a few minutes, to see the
real faces of women and their children
who come to those clinics each day and
with the help of a system that is very
successful raise healthy children who
really are tomorrow’s future.

For the Republicans it is just statis-
tics. It is just welfare. But for the rest
of America, it is the real life that we
lead.

There was an amendment before the
committee which suggested we should
continue to have competition and bid-
ding for infant formula under that pro-
gram. The competition and bidding
that Democrats push save American
taxpayers over $1 billion a year. And
yet the Republicans, on a partisan
vote, rejected that. The Wall Street
Journal reported yesterday why, be-
cause the four largest infant formula
companies in this country stand to
gain $1 billion more in profits because
the Republicans walked away from this
cost efficiency which Democrats have
pushed.

Forty percent of the infants in Amer-
ica today are in the WIC Program. We
cannot have a strong America if we do
not have strong children. Let us stick
with the programs that work.

END CONDEMNATION WITHOUT
COMPENSATION

(Mr. SMITH of Texas asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
tomorrow the 104th Congress will have
the opportunity to right a fundamental
wrong occurring every day across
America. It is called condemnation
without compensation.

If the Government wants to put a
highway in your front yard, it has to
pay you compensation for using your
property. That is only fair.

If the Government wants to impose a
regulation converting private land into
a wildlife sanctuary or a wetlands pre-
serve, it should also have to pay you
fair compensation. In both cases, the
private property owner is being asked
to sacrifice his land for the public
good. It would not be fair to force the
unfortunate landowner to shoulder the
entire burden.

Too often today, that is just what
happens—American families, farmers,
and businessowners are stripped of pri-
vate property by Government regula-
tions. But, unlike with condemnation,
these forgotten Americans are never
compensated.

The Private Property Protection Act
of 1995 would put an end to condemna-
tion without compensation. | urge my
colleagues to stand up for these forgot-
ten Americans and support this legisla-
tion.
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THE SPEAKER GIVES SCHOOL-
CHILDREN CHECKS FOR LEARN-
ING WHILE TAKING AWAY
SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAM FUND-
ING

(Ms. DELAURO asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, over
and over again on the floor of this
House we have heard from the Members
of the majority party. We have heard
them talk about their concern for
America’s children. They claim that it
is our children that they are fighting
for.

However, when it comes to one of our
most crucial and direct commitments
to children, the School Lunch Pro-
gram, the Republicans were eager and
willing to sacrifice our children on the
alter of their capital gains tax cut.
Today the hypocrisy grows even great-
er.

The Speaker of this House will be vis-
iting a school in Anacostia, the Moten
Elementary School, to give out checks
as a part of his Earning for Learning
Program. Children get $2 for every
book that they have read.

However, while he doles out the cash
payments, the fact is that these chil-
dren will be suffering a devastating
loss at the hands of the Speaker; 397 of
the 422 children in this school take
part in the School Lunch Program.
Since the funds will be slashed, these
kids will not have the money that they
need to have that program, and many
of them in fact will go hungry.

We know what that does to learning.
In the words of Richard Nixon, who
strongly supported this program, ‘“a

child, ill fed, is dulled in curiosity,
lower in stamina, distracted from
learning.”

Please, we must have the School
Lunch Program. The Speaker is talk-
ing out of both sides of his mouth.

REPUBLICAN PROGRAMS ARE PUB-
LIC-SPIRITED, NOT MEAN-SPIR-
ITED

(Mr. HAYWORTH asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, the
old, tired party-line from the liberal
Democrats is that Republicans want to
take food from the mouths of children.
Mr. Speaker, it is typical of the lib-
erals. It is pathetic, but predictable.

Mr. Speaker, these liberal Democrats
really have no choice but to come out
here and distort the truth. They know
as well as anybody that the liberal
message and these old, tired attempts
at solving the problems from the lib-
eral side of the aisle have been re-
jected.

The American people have seen the
consequences of these policies. They
know that the only people who have
benefited from 40 years of one-party
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control by my friends on the other side
have been bureaucrats, trial lawyers,
and Federal regulators.

For the liberals to come here and
suggest that the new majority wants to
steal food from babies is lower than a
gross distortion, it is absolutely and
patently false. Mr. Speaker, with a
generous increase in allowances for
food lunch programs, Republicans are
not taking food from kids. We are,
however, taking power from the Fed-
eral Government and returning it to
the front lines in this war on these
problems.

If my friends on the other side want
to come to this well and distort the
facts, and tell us something else about
the numbers, other than what is fac-
tual, that is their choice. However, we
are not going away. This new majority
is not mean-spirited, it is public-spir-
ited.

REPUBLICAN PROGRAMS TAKE
MONEY FROM CHILDREN’S PRO-
GRAMS AND GIVE IT TO THE
FAT CATS

(Mrs. SCHROEDER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, the
mean-spirited Republicans continue
right on. They are trying to become in-
formation-proof, as this goes along. All
sorts of newspapers, all sorts of people
involved in the program, people admin-
istering the program, everybody, not
just Democrats, are saying they are
making very serious cuts in the School
Lunch Program in their new war on
kids.

Why are they cutting these children?
They are cutting these children be-
cause they need money to pay the fat
cats. They are not sending it to the
front lines, they want to return money
to the fact cats. Let us be perfectly
honest. That is not in America’s tradi-
tion. Cutting kids, the poorest in the
Nation, to pay the wealthiest in the
Nation is absolutely wrong.

If people disagree with me, and they
write here and disagree with me, | ask
them to please send their picture. |
want to see what those kinds of Ameri-
cans look like that say they thing this
is right.

I think it is time we started looking
at the facts, stop trying to be informa-
tion-proof, and protecting a policy that
they are just upset we found out about
and are exposing.

URGING REPUBLICANS AND DEMO-
CRATS TO WORK TOGETHER TO
CHANGE FAILED SOCIAL PRO-
GRAMS AND TRULY PROTECT
AMERICA’S CHILDREN

(Mrs. WALDHOLTZ asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. WALDHOLTZ. Mr. Speaker, ac-
cording to the Census Bureau, the pov-
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erty rate in 1966 was 14.7 percent. Since
then, the American people have wit-
nessed one of the greatest expansions
of the Federal Government in Amer-
ican history, mostly social programs,
aimed at eliminating poverty.

However, it is time to admit the ex-
periments of the 1960’s, however well-
intentioned, have failed; not just a lit-
tle failure, but a great, big failure. The
biggest failure is not in the money that
we have lost, it is in the lost and bro-
ken lives.

Again, Mr. Speaker, according to the
Census Bureau, the poverty rate in 1966
was 14.7 percent. In 1992, it was 14.5 per-
cent. Mr. Speaker, virtually everyone
in this body knows that the current
welfare system is not really helping
people in need. We are going to feed
hungry schoolchildren. We are going to
ensure proper nutrition for mothers
and children in need. We are also going
to help people in need by changing a
welfare that is not working.

Mr. Speaker, let us work together in
a deliberate, responsible, honest debate
to truly protect our children.

EXTREME RIGHT-WING RADICAL
REPUBLICAN PROPOSES PROHIB-
ITING THE RIGHT TO ABORTION
FOR AMERICA’S MOST VULNER-
ABLE, VICTIMS OF RAPE AND IN-
CEST

(Mrs. LOWEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Speaker, we see
the actions of the extreme, mean-spir-
ited Republican majority every day cut
school lunch, cut student loans, cut
drug-free schools, and tomorrow the
extreme Republican majority will in-
troduce an amendment to prohibit the
most vulnerable in our society, victims
of rape and incest, from terminating an
abortion; it is hard to believe, the most
vulnerable, victims of rape and incest.

In fact, the majority of the American
people think that that should be legal.

Mr. Speaker, | want to congratulate
the gentleman from Georgia, NEwWT
GINGRICH, In saying that he would
speak out against the Istook amend-
ment and vote against the Istook
amendment. | do hope he can contain
the extreme right wing radical part of
his Republican majority.

ELIMINATING THE SOCIAL DRUG

(Mr. BURR asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BURR. Mr. Speaker, no one can
dispute the fact that our current wel-
fare system is in shambles. Many years
ago, the Federal Government took re-
sponsibility for the disadvantaged
away from communities and, after
spending billions of dollars every year
for 30 years, made the situation worse.
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Now, by opposing the block grant
concept, my Democrat colleagues and
the Clinton administration are trying
to convince the American people that
big brother Government knows what’s
better for a community than the people
who live there. They call this proposal
mean spirited and callous. In reality,
the only mean spirited thing in this
whole debate is the current state of our
welfare system.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, | think | under-
stand why my colleagues oppose these
reforms. They are simply afraid to
admit the Great Society failed. But,
now is the time for us to move on and
begin transforming our welfare system
from a social drug promoting depend-
ence to a program that enables the par-
ticipants to become productive mem-
bers of society.

HOW MANY TIMES DO WE HAVE
TO PAY?

(Mr. SKAGGS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-

marks.)
Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Speaker, before we
take up the takings bill, I ask every-

body to look at the story of Colorado’s
Summitville Mine. This was an active
gold mine, using a cyanide leaching
technique to extract ore. But a couple
of years ago the mine’s poorly designed
holding ponds broke, overflowed, and a
very, very toxic flow went down
Alamoosa Creek in southern Colorado.

About a year and a half later, the for-
eign company which owned the mine
declared bankruptcy and left. At the
request of the State, EPA took over
the cleanup.

Here is the kicker. The companies
that now own the site are claiming
that EPA’s effort to clean up is a tak-
ing of their property, for which they
deserve compensation.

Under the Constitution, this claim
would be laughed out of court. But if
we pass this takings legislation, it is
exactly the kind of claim that Amer-
ican taxpayers would be forced to pay.

The public has already paid twice for
Summitville: First, the environmental
disaster, and now the EPA cleanup. Let
us not have to pay a third time. They
have got to be kidding.

More on the Summitville disaster on
special orders tonight.

URGING BIPARTISAN SUPPORT
FOR A GOOD JOBS MEASURE,
THE TRAVEL AND TOURISM RE-
LIEF ACT

(Mr. ROTH asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Speaker, | have a pro-
posal | think can bring our liberal and
conservative friends together, because
if we want to do something for working
people in America, if we want to create
jobs, jobs, jobs, | have a bill for us to
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sign onto. | am introducing the Travel
and Tourism Relief Act.

The travel and tourism business is
the second largest employer in Amer-
ica. More than 11 million people in this
country are employed directly or indi-
rectly by the tourism, and travel and
tourism industry amounts to nearly 15
percent of America’s gross domestic
product, generating more than $800 bil-
lion a year in expenditures.

Travel and tourism is the Nation’s
single largest export. More than 50 mil-
lion visitors come to the United States
each year, generating about $71 billion
in revenues. With taxes at their cur-
rent level, tourism also generates ap-
proximately $50 billion for the State
and local governments.

Under my bill, Mr. Speaker, the trav-
el and tourism industry will grow and
it will help our local communities. |
urge my colleagues on both sides of the
aisle to support our working people and
small business owners by backing the
Travel and Tourism Relief Act. To-
gether we can secure a prosperous fu-
ture for communities across America.

Mr. Speaker, this bill helps kids. This
bill helps moms and dads. Rather than
a government handout, this bill creates
jobs for the American people. | ask
Members to sign on.

REPUBLICAN PROPOSALS TOUGH
ON CHILDREN, TOUGH ON VET-
ERANS, AND TOUGH ON SENIOR
CITIZENS, IN ORDER TO PAY
FOR TAX BREAKS FOR THE
WEALTHY

(Mr. STUPAK asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Speaker, this
morning we have heard a lot about the
Republican plan to cut $17.3 billion
from the budget, the rescission pack-
age. Where are they going to cut? The
Women, Infant and Children Program,
school lunches, the Day Care Lunch
Program. They are tough on Kkids.

Who else are the Republicans tough
on? They are going to be tough on the
veterans, because they want to cut $50
million out of veterans’ facilities.
Those veterans who need medical help
are going to lose $50 million.

They are going to be tough on our
senior citizens. Two million senior citi-
zens will lose the LIHEAP Program to
help them heat their homes. In my dis-
trict tonight in northern Michigan it is
predicted to be 20 below zero, but we
are going to be tough on those people.
How about housing for seniors? One
million seniors will lose housing under
the $17.3 billion rescission package
they propose.

Tough on seniors, tough on veterans,
tough on Kkids. Where is the money
going to go? Is it going to go to deficit
reduction? No. Is it going to reduce the
debt? No. It is going to go for the Con-
tract With America, to pay forthe tax
breaks for the wealthy, those who
make more than $180,000. That is where
the money is going.
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CHANGES INSTITUTED BY NEW
REPUBLICAN PROPOSALS WILL
RESTORE THE REAL AMERICAN
DREAM

(Mr. GANSKE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GANSKE. Mr. Speaker, this ses-
sion of Congress deserves to be called
historic for many reasons: For its hard
work, for keeping its promises, for
making real changes that America
wants. Many of these votes have been
passed by widely bipartisan measures.

In just a few more days Congress is
going to do something that the Amer-
ican people have wanted for decades.
We are going to fix the failed welfare
system. Welfare is not going to be a
way of life. It is no longer going to trap
one generation after another genera-
tion after another generation.

A new generation of Americans is
going to find out that the American
Dream is more than a welfare check.
The American Dream starts with chil-
dren being children, not having chil-
dren; with staying in school, not drop-
ping out; with finishing high school,
not getting high; with work, not wel-
fare.

The changes we will offer for the wel-
fare system will embrace the American
Dream. Our changes will reaffirm faith
in ourselves by reaffirming one of the
basic tenets of the American way of
life—individual responsibility. So hold
on for a few more days, America. Help
is on the way.

THE REPUBLICANS PERMIT FREE
LUNCHES FOR THEMSELVES,
BUT NOT FOR AMERICA’S CHIL-
DREN

(Mr. BRYANT of Texas asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. BRYANT of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
what is most appalling about the ef-
forts of Speaker GINGRICH and his lock-
step Republican chorus to deprive 13
million American children of their
School Lunch Program is that the Re-
publicans refuse to give up the freebie
lobby lunch program which they them-
selves are able to enjoy under the cur-
rent rules of the House.

While the lockstep Republicans glad-
ly jeopardize the nutrition and edu-
cation of children in America, they
have repeatedly refused to even allow a
vote in this House to outlaw the free
lunches, free gifts, free football and
theater tickets, and free golf vacations
that they are able to accept from the
special interest lobbyists seeking to in-
fluence their decision.

Mr. Speaker, the bottom line is that
if the Republicans have their way,
there will be no free lunch for kids who
cannot afford one, but there will be
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sumptuous free lunches for Congress-
men at the finest restaurants in Wash-
ington, paid for by special interest lob-
byists.

While lobby freebies may win tax
breaks for special interests, eliminat-
ing the School Lunch Program will in
the long run increase the burden on
every American taxpayer. It is clear
where Republican priorities are. They
will let the lobby moochers keep their
free lunches and eliminate the School
Lunch Program for America’s kids.
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SUPPORT RESOLUTION OF IN-
QUIRY REGARDING MEXICAN
BAILOUT
(Mr. STOCKMAN asked and was

given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. STOCKMAN. Mr. Speaker, |
come before the House today a little
bit surprised to see that we are giving
away billions of dollars to a country in
which the president has been impli-
cated in the murder of another presi-
dential candidate. We are talking
about real tax dollars and real money,
and | am proud to say that | am going
to reach across the aisle and support
the Kaptur amendment today to ask
some serious questions from our Presi-
dent.

We are planning to give away $53 bil-
lion without any oversight from Con-
gress. It is the people’s money and the
people need to speak and say where we
stand. | stand here saying that Con-
gress needs to know what Clinton is
doing with the money from an organi-
zation which has no oversight by Con-
gress. | plan to support the Kaptur
amendment.

SUPPORT HOUSE RESOLUTION 80,
INQUIRY REGARDING MEXICAN
BAILOUT

(Ms. KAPTUR asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. KAPTUR. First let me thank the
gentleman from Texas for the biparti-
san nature of an important resolution
on which we will vote this afternoon. |
wish to draw my colleagues’ attention
toit.

Mr. Speaker, today the American
people are going to win the first vote
being allowed in this Congress on the
misguided taxpayer-backed bailout of
the Government of Mexico.

As a result of a procedure we em-
ployed to force the leadership of this
House to let us vote on the first step in
getting to the bottom of this, the
House this afternoon will vote on
House Resolution 80, a bipartisan reso-
lution of inquiry which requires the ad-
ministration to answer key questions
regarding its $52 billion bailout of Mex-
ico.
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I ask my colleagues to vote ‘“‘yes’ on
the previous question and ‘‘yes’ on
House Resolution 80. Get answers to
questions for your constituents such as
who are the private creditors who will
benefit from this rescue package? How
solid is Mexico’s pledge of oil collat-
eral? Demand answers for your con-
stituents.

This will be the first vote in many to
follow, | hope, so we can get to the bot-
tom of who our taxpayers are being
asked to bail out.

CALL FOR APPOINTMENT OF
AGRICULTURE SECRETARY

(Mr. KINGSTON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, today
is the first day of March. Today is the
first day of Lent. Today is the first day
of the third month that we do not have
a U.S. Secretary of Agriculture.

Is having a Secretary of Agriculture
important? Apparently not to this ad-
ministration. Or maybe it is agri-
culture issues that are not important
to this administration.

And what are agriculture issues?
Food stamps, nutrition, School Lunch
Programs, to name a few. Yes, that is
right. For all the bureaucratic belly-
aching over School Lunch Programs,
neither the President nor the Senate
Democrats have pushed for the con-
firmation of a new Secretary of Agri-
culture.

Could there be a slight disconnect
here, Mr. Speaker? And what else be-
sides the School Lunch Program is in
jeopardy or up for grabs? The 1995 farm
bill, the Delaney clause, the Market
Promotion Program, minor use pes-
ticides. But forget these. How about
every item on your table, everything
you buy at the grocery store?

Is it not important enough to the
American consumers for the President
and the U.S. Senate to confirm a new
Secretary of Agriculture?

CONTRACT WITH AMERICA
CALLED HIT ON SCHOOLCHILDREN

(Mr. TUCKER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. TUCKER. Mr. Speaker, in the
parlance of lexicography, a contract is
something that is a promise to be
upheld or fulfilled. But in the common
vernacular, a contract is also some-
thing that we understand is a hit that
is put out on someone.

Mr. Speaker, we have heard a lot
about the contract on America and it
is exactly that. It is a hit on America.
But today we understand who that hit
is really on. When we read an article in
the L.A. Times today that the Agri-
culture Department tells us that there
is going to be a $1 billion hit on school-
children in terms of the School Lunch
Program elimination, we understand
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what the contract on American really
is.

Yesterday, Mr. Speaker, on Capitol
Hill there were more people walking
the halls than you could ever imagine,
and that is just the beginning.

Yes, the first day of March is the
first day of the beginning of the end of
the Republican contract on America,
because the chickens have come home
to roost and we finally understand who
the hit is on and it is on the 13 million
American children of this country.

BLOCK-GRANT PROPOSAL LOSER
FOR MISSOURI

(Ms. McCARTHY asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Ms. McCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, I am
for the balanced budget and | am for
welfare reform. Last weekend in my
district, I met with concerned child
care advocates at a place called Cradles
and Crayons which takes care of the
medically fragile children in my com-
munity. The room was packed with
school nutritionists, child care provid-
ers, administrators, parents, and con-
cerned citizens. | listened and |
learned. They are unanimous in their
concern regarding how we balance the
budget and reform our welfare system,
and their particular concern was with
this proposal for block grants for chil-
dren’s programs, particularly the Chil-
dren’s Nutrition Program.

Their historical experience has been
that when the Federal Government
block grants, that usually means less
money. Their outrage was around a
program such as school lunches and
that a program that had worked for
over 40 years would be in jeopardy as a
result of this block-grant concept. In
the Independence district alone, Harry
Truman’s home district, they were
going to lose $500,000 under the block-
grant proposal put forward by the Re-
publicans. The story was the same in
Grandview, in Raytown, all over my
district. The State of Missouri would
lose lunches for 150,000 children.

Mr. Speaker, the message was clear:
“If it ain’t broke, don’t fix it.”” Con-
gress needs to balance its budget but
not on the bellies of our children.

FEDERAL FOOD ASSISTANCE

(Mrs. CLAYTON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, WIC
works.

It is a program that services low-in-
come and at-risk women, infants and
children.

Pregnant women, infants 12 months
and younger and children from 1 to 5
years old, are the beneficiaries of the
WIC Program.

For every dollar this Nation spends
on WIC prenatal care, we save up to
$4.21.
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The budget cutting efforts we are ex-
periencing are aimed at reducing the
deficit.

The deficit is being driven by rising
health care costs.

When we put money into WIC, we
save money in Medicaid.

The equation is simple.

Those who have a genuine interest in
deficit reduction can help achieve that
goal by investing in WIC.

The WIC Program embraces the un-
born; provides nurturing and care; is
devoted to maternal health; helps en-
sure life at birth; and promotes the
growth and development of millions of
our children.

And, it saves us money.

WIC works. Let us keep it working.

INTRODUCTION OF THE CHECK
CASHING ACT

(Mr. FIELDS of Louisiana asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
marks at this point in the RECORD.)

Mr. FIELDS of Louisiana. Mr. Speaker,
today, | rise with great concern for our con-
sumers. Today, | rise to introduce the Check
Cashing Act of 1995.

The check cashing industry is growing by
leaps and bounds, charging excessive rates in
some instances, with no one to watch out for
consumers. Mr. Speaker, this industry has
more than doubled to a multibillion-dollar busi-
ness in the past 8 years. In 1993 it was esti-
mated that more than 150 million checks were
cashed by check cashing outlets with a face
value totaling more than $45 billion.

My bill only asks that States develop a sys-
tem to license or register check cashing out-
lets and that financial institutions cash Govern-
ment checks. Today, too many of our constitu-
ents are paying up to 20 percent of the face
value of a check to get their money. This is
absurd and uncalled for.

Mr. Speaker, we must work to give our com-
munities every opportunity to improve them-
selves. With many banks denying consumers
check cashing capability and check cashing
outlets preying on them our Nation’s financial
services opportunities are bleak for many low-
to moderate-income Americans.

Mr. Speaker, today a head of a household
that earns a $300 pay check is subject to
spending up to 20 percent, $60 of that check,
just to gain access to the hard earned dollars.
This $60 is taking away from food for children,
rent for a roof over a families head, and trans-
portation to and from work. This is unaccept-
able and must be stopped.

| hope my colleagues will join me in sup-
porting this legislation and my efforts to pro-
vide equal opportunities to all communities.

ANNUAL REPORT OF DEPART-
MENT OF ENERGY FOR 1992 AND
1993—MESSAGE FROM THE PRESI-
DENT OF THE UNITED STATES

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BURTON of Indiana} laid before the
House the following message from the
President of the United States, which
was read and, together with the accom-
panying papers, without objection, re-
ferred to the Committee on Commerce.

To the Congress of the United States:
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In accordance with the requirements
of section 657 of the Department of En-
ergy Organization Act (Public Law 95-
91; 42 U.S.C. 7267), | transmit herewith
the 13th Annual Report of the Depart-
ment of Energy, which covers the years
1992 and 1993.

WiLLIAM J. CLINTON.

THE WHITE HouUsE, March 1, 1995.

REPORT ON NATIONAL SECURITY
STRATEGY OF THE UNITED
STATES—MESSAGE FROM THE
PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED
STATES

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following message
from the President of the United
States, which was read and, together
with the accompanying papers, without
objection, referred to the Committee
on National Security.

To the Congress of the United States:

As required by section 603 of the
Goldwater-Nichols Department of De-
fense Reorganization Act of 1986, | am
transmitting a report on the National
Security Strategy of the United States.

WILLIAM J. CLINTON.

THE WHITE HOUSE, February 28, 1995.

ANNUAL REPORT OF DEPART-
MENT OF TRANSPORTATION FOR
FISCAL YEAR 1993—MESSAGE
FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE
UNITED STATES

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following message
from the President of the United
States, which was read and, together
with the accompanying papers, without
objection, referred to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

To the Congress of the United States:

In accordance with section 308 of
Public Law 97-449 (49 U.S.C. 308(a)), |
transmit herewith the Twenty-seventh
Annual Report of the Department of
Transportation, which covers fiscal
year 1993.

WiLLIAM J. CLINTON.

THE WHITE HoOusE, March 1, 1995.

REGULATORY REFORM AND
RELIEF ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 100 and rule
XXIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 926.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved it-
self into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 926) to
promote regulatory flexibility and en-
hance public participation in Federal
agency rulemaking, and for other pur-
poses, with Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska
in the chair.
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The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the bill is considered as having
been read the first time.

Under the rule, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. GEKAS] will be rec-
ognized for 30 minutes, the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. CoNYERS] will be
recognized for 30 minutes, the gentle-
woman from Kansas [Mrs. MEYERS] will
be recognized for 15 minutes, and the
gentleman from New York [Mr. LA-
FALce] will be recognized for 15 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. GEKAS].

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, we have good news for
our country here today, because we are
going to be considering a bill that will
go a long way when enacted to bring
about job creation and wage enhance-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, for too long, burden-
some and complex rules coming out of
Washington have strangled small busi-
ness, have been a drag on free enter-
prise, have been a drag on job creation,
have been a drag on wage creation,
have been a drag on the economy.
Today what we are about here today is
a first step to slay that dragon, to
bring about sanity in the rulemaking
process of the national bureaucracy, of
the Federal bureaucracy.

How do we go about accomplishing
that? Well, a bold attempt was made in
1980 during the administration of Presi-
dent Jimmy Carter when there was
passed a Regulatory Flexibility Act.
That did bring about at least a sense of
more involvement by the small busi-
ness community in the rulemaking
process that so adversely had affected
it previously.

We are here to say today that even
that bold attempt that started in 1980
has not fulfilled the promise that it
was expected by the small business
community to lift the burden of regula-
tions from their shoulders so that they
can venture out into new enterprises
and create more jobs. Rather, the re-
verse took place. There was even more
of a vivid flurry of regulations and bur-
dens that came down on their shoul-
ders.

Mr. Chairman, we here today in title
I of this particular bill will deal di-
rectly with small business. We are
targeting small business. We are going
to be embracing small business to give
them more input into what transpires
in the rulemaking process. That in it-
self would be worth the whole effort of
what we do here today, but we go far-
ther. We do something that is so ex-
quisite for the small businessperson,
that we have a great, good feeling
about it.

We are for the first time providing by
law, if this bill is enacted, judicial re-
view. That means that where the pre-
vious act, the one | just alluded to
from the Jimmy Carter era, prohibited
judicial review, we go the other way
and overtly provide for judicial review.
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What does this mean? It means that
for the first time in a whole host of
rulemaking processes across the Fed-
eral bureaucracy, when a rule is pro-
mulgated and it disaffects or adversely
impacts against a small business entity
or groups of entities, then there will be
the possibility of challenging that rule
and what it does to the small business
community in court.

That is a major step. It is just an
afterthought on the part of this Mem-
ber? No. It is just a whim on the part
of the small business community? No.
It is an absolute necessity. It has been
confirmed and reconfirmed in people
who are advocating some kind of re-
form in this arena for a long period of
time. Even Vice President GORE has
come out in his interpretation of the
reforms that are necessary for judicial
review. That by itself again would jus-
tify passage of this bill and enactment
of it into the law of the land.
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But we go further. We also provide in
title I, this is extremely important for
the small business community, that
the Small Business Administration ad-
vocate and chief counsel must receive
notice of a proposed rule. What does
that do? That allows him or her acting
for the small business community,
within this Small Business Administra-
tion, which is the key administrative
bureau of small business, to have ad-
vanced notice of a rule and then bring
into play all of the concerns and the
worries that the small business com-
munity might have in the face of such
a rule. That is an excellent advance
that we are making by what is included
in title I.

Then we go to title Il. Title Il would
require for the first time for all busi-
ness, not just small business, but for
all business, a regulatory impact anal-
ysis that would accompany these very
strident rules that have for too long
been plaguing the business community.

What am | talking about here? Well,
a rule has an impact, and when what
we want to call a major rule has an ad-
verse impact on the economy worth
more than $50 million, then on that
basis our bill calls for the issuance of a
regulatory impact analysis to give ad-
vance notice to the business commu-
nity, the very people who are going to
have to be guided by this rule or are
adversely impacted by this rule, an op-
portunity to come back and be able to
challenge the findings of this analysis
and thus have a full participation in
the deliberations that take place in the
promulgation of a rule, rather than to
sit back and just take what is coming
to them and then be helpless, possibly,
in combating the rule that will have so
blatantly impacted them adversely. So
title Il will afford the business commu-
nity this extra forum that would be re-
quired.

But how did we accomplish this?
What we did was not dream up criteria
by which we ought to be defining this
analysis that the rulemaking agency
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must apply, but rather we incorporated
by new language, but nevertheless in-
corporated into our bill, in title II,
seven strong criteria that have to be
included in this analysis drawn from
the Executive order that President
Reagan during his time issued on this
very same subject. So we are combin-
ing the history of the Jimmy Carter
administration and regulatory flexibil-
ity with the Executive order of Ronald
Reagan in the regulatory impact anal-
ysis area, and combining them to make
a strong bill that would bring back a
sense of accomplishment on the part of
the small business community as they
seek to open new markets and to ex-
pand their ability to create jobs and to
lift wages as they become more suc-
cessful.

These criteria will be discussed, |
know, in different ways as we proceed
with the debate, but | can safely tell
my colleagues that it will be a great
stride forward when we complete the
business of the day.

Title 111, which the gentleman from
Rhode Island [Mr. REeD], the ranking
member on the minority, and | jointly
responded to the concerns that were
expressed during the hearings, that has
taken on a different configuration from
that which we first felt was necessary,
but | am sure at the end of the day that
the Members of the House will be satis-
fied with how we have approached title
Il and the segments of Executive re-
sponsibility that are contained therein.

In short, it is a good day for small
business here today. Let us get on with
helping them avoid the burden of
undue and cumbersome regulations.

Mr. Chairman, | reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, | would like to begin
by commending both the subcommittee
chairman, the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. GEKAS] and the ranking
member, the gentleman from Rhode Is-
land [Mr REeEeD], for their diligence in
improving legislation that started off
in a pretty sorry state and has now
reached the nearly acceptable level but
still needs a little bit more work, and
I would like to explain this for just a
few minutes in beginning the general
debate.

The language in the bill providing for
a so-called regulatory Bill of Rights
could have had a devastating impact on
the Federal Government’s ability to
enforce the laws fairly and efficiently,
and now we have revised language that
| praise my colleagues on the Judiciary
Committee for improving, which is in-
cluded in title 111, seeking employee
guidelines which are more responsive
to the needs of private parties, and rep-
resents a vast improvement. So | am
here to praise them as well as to point
out some areas in which we hope there
will be improvements.

Similarly, | recognize that the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania has worked
with us in a bipartisan fashion to im-
prove and narrow the scope of title | of
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the bill relating to regulatory flexibil-
ity analysis, and | am not surprised at
his cooperative spirit. We have worked
for many many years together on the
Judiciary and other committees. Un-
fortunately, title Il of the legislation
requiring agencies to complete com-
plex new regulatory impact analyses
continues to be problematic. We have
got trouble in this area in title Il, and
I am hoping that it may be repaired on
the floor here today.

As a result of a number of recent
changes made by statute and Executive
order, agency rulemakers must now
consider nine separate analyses when
issuing rules. That is a few too many,
and while each of these additional re-
quired analyses is well intentioned and
in isolation may be beneficial, collec-
tively they have contributed to making
the rulemaking process far more
lengthy and complex.

In an effort to make the regulatory
system responsive to the needs of busi-
nesses, title Il of the bill would impose
even further and more complex re-
quirements on the regulatory process.
And that is not what we are here to do.
That is not the great day that all
America and small business in particu-
lar have been waiting for.

I am concerned about title II’s defin-
ing a major rule as a rule likely to re-
sult in an annual effect on the econ-
omy of $50 million or more. Every
President since Gerald Ford has used
the $100 million level for defining
major rules, thereby preventing costly
and needless analysis for rules such as
the Interior Department’s opening of
hunting season or the Department of
Veterans Affairs recognizing the gulf
war syndrome.

| also believe that the judicial review
under title Il should be limited to chal-
lenges of a final rule or the agency’s
failure to perform the required analy-
sis. The unrestricted judicial review in
title 1l would result in endless litiga-
tion, as every element of an impact
analysis could be challenged by lit-
erally countless numbers of people.

And finally, | believe that the legis-
lation is deficient in failing to provide
for greater sunshine in the regulatory
process.

Later today | will offer an amend-
ment which would require that commu-
nications between an agency and OMB
and Government officials and private
parties be recorded and made available
to the public. This change would help
provide for greater accountability and
avoid the perception of secret, behind-
the-scene dealings, which has plagued
us in earlier years.

I am hopeful that the bill’s language
can continue to be refined along these
lines in a cooperative fashion. If
amendments along these lines are ap-
proved, we will make for a much better
bill in H.R. 926 while making the regu-
latory process more responsive and
more streamlined.

Mr. Chairman, | reserve the balance
of my time.
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Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Mary-
land [Mr. BARTLETT].

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr.
Chairman, 1 rise in strong support of
this legislation and the poster here is
just one reason for that. These are the
taxes and regulations that our res-
taurant people have to live with. When-
ever we see a tragedy we frequently
ask for a moment of silence. | think
when Members see the tragedy of what
this does to our small business people
we need a long, long moment of silence.

This speaks for itself. I will not go
over any of the details of this. Let me
just note one instance of the inanity
that occurs here. One of our restaurant
people told us that OSHA came in and
threatened them with fines because
their workers were not using a protec-
tive glove when slicing carrots. The
health people came in and threatened
them with a fine if the workers did use
the protective glove for slicing carrots
because the protective glove could not
be adequately sanitized in their view.

Clearly when we look at this long,
long list of taxes and regulations, this
represents a burden on our restaurant
people that they just cannot bear.

I strongly support this bill. It starts
us in the although modest application,
it really halts our march in the wrong
direction and starts us back in the
right direction.

| advise, recommend, strong, strong
support of this bill for this and many
many other reasons.

Mr. REED. Mr. Chairman, | yield my-
self such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, | want to first thank
the gentleman from Pennsylvania,
Chairman GEKAS. We were able to work
together in a cooperative and biparti-
san process and although we have some
principal disagreements, | believe the
legislation has been made better be-
cause we were able to work together
constructively and cooperatively, and
at the end of today regardless of the
outcome | think we can be very proud
of this bipartisan process.

Both of us agree that steps need to be
taken to make the regulatory process
more sensitive to the needs of small
businesses. Small businesses lack the
staff and resources to track the daily
comings and goings of the Federal Reg-
ister. They are less likely to have their
interest represented by trade associa-
tions and lobbyists and may have a
more difficult time meeting the costs
imposed by regulators. Costs that seem
minuscule to General Motors are insur-
mountable to some small businesses
throughout the United States.

Title 1 addresses this concern by
strengthening the Regulatory Flexibil-
ity Act which direct agencies to con-
sider the impact of their regulations on
small entities and, where possible,
make special considerations for small
businesses.

I want to thank my colleagues, the
gentleman from Missouri, IKE SKELTON,
and the gentleman from Illinois, Tom
EwING, for working so hard on this
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issue and for sharing their expertise
with us when they testified before the
subcommittee.

The core of title | is based on their
bill, H.R. 830 from the last Congress.

Mr. SKELTON, as chairman of the
Small Business Subcommittee on Ex-
ports Tourism and Special Problems,
found that those agencies that com-
plied with the Regulatory Impact Act
had done so successfully. They estab-
lished procedures that saved time,
money, and litigation headaches.

Unfortunately, other agencies have
been able to escape compliance and
they have been able to do that because
regulatory flexibility analysis did not
include judicial review.

We are remedying that situation
today and | join the gentleman from
Missouri [Mr. SKELTON] and the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. EWING] in
support of this section of the bill.

The regulatory flexibility analysis in
an important weapon in our efforts to
reduce the regulatory burden on small
businesses and we need to ensure that
it is implemented governmentwide.

I also support title IlIl of the bill.
This title would create a code of con-
duct for regulators in their dealings
with the American people and it ema-
nated from a proposal made originally
by the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
DELAY]. It has been thoroughly re-
viewed and we have reached | think a
very sensible position in the bill in
title IlI’s provisions which | support
with enthusiasm.

However, | do have serious concerns
about title 11, especially now that we
have completed action on H.R. 1022.
Initially, both H.R. 1022 and H.R. 926
were part of the same contract bill,
H.R. 9. Unfortunately, their provisions
overlap and conflict. | think it is a mis-
take to pass both bills in the hopes
that the Senate will sort out these con-
flicts and inconsistencies, a step that
undermines the ability of Members of
this House to act on these issues sen-
sibly with some type of overall cohe-
sive purpose.
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The rulemaking process has been
criticized as overly prescriptive, expen-
sive and overburdened with useless pa-
perwork. Title Il exacerbates these
problems by creating a costly, time
consuming process that does nothing
to streamline Government or roll back
redtape. The New York Times just pub-
lished a diagram of the rulemaking
steps required by this bill, entitled “A
Rule Making Maze.” It resembled a
Rube Goldberg contraption in its
inticracy and complexity.

My colleague from Florida, JOHN
Mica, just sent around a ‘‘Dear Col-
league” containing an excerpt from
Philip Howard’s book, “The Death of
Common Sense.” | wanted to quote
from it, because | think it makes my
point:

Important, often urgent projects get held
up by procedural concerns. Potentially im-
portant breakthroughs in medicine wait for
years at the Food and Drug Administration.
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Even obviously necessary safety projects
can’t break through the thick wall of proc-
ess. (Here he cites New York’s difficulty in
extending a runway at La Guardia airport
that is too short for safe landings) . . . The
irony he points out of our obsession with
process is that it has not prevented sharp op-
erators from exploiting the governments
contracting system, as the weapons procure-
ment scandals of the 1980’s showed us. Its
dense procedural thicket is a perfect hiding
place for those who want to cheat * * *’,

Title Il is exactly what he is talking
about. It extends the time line for reg-
ulations by about 2 years by establish-
ing a series of procedural hurdles,
sweeps administrative rules, such as
the regulations that open duck hunting
season, into costly regulatory impact
analysis, and enables sharp business
owners to stall regulatory changes that
benefit themselves by letter writing
campaigns and filing multiple lawsuits.
All of these procedures will apply to
deregulation, as well as regulation.
They will apply to new regulations
that aim to help small business become
more competitive. | do not believe that
2 years from now Members will want to
read in their local paper that we forced
the Department of the Interior to
spend several hundred thousand dollars
to perform a regulatory impact analy-
sis, followed by the costs of defending
lawsuits by animal rights activists,
when they are simply trying to open
duck hunting season, or to replay this
scenario when we try to prevent fish-
eries from being overfished, or to com-
pensate veterans for gulf war syn-
drome.

We will have amendments today that
address some of the flaws in title II,
and | hope Members from both sides of
the aisle will listen to the arguments
and vote to improve this legislation.

| think we can make progress to cre-
ate, | hope, a bill that we can all sup-
port. But we have principal disagree-
ments which we will debate vigorously
on the floor today.

Mr. Chairman, | reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Chairman, | yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. EWING].

Mr. EWING. Mr. Chairman, my
thanks to Chairman GEkAs for the
time he has given us and my thanks to
the chairman and to Chairman JAN
MEYERS of the Small Business Commit-
tee for all of the support and help they
have given us in developing this legis-
lation, to Congressman IKE SKELTON
and Congressman REED on the other
side of the aisle for their support.

I think probably most of us under-
stand what the problem is, but I think
these figures are very meaningful. Fed-
eral statutes and rules now run to 100
million words. If we were to read all of
these it would take 8 years. Of course,
no one is going to do that.

Regulatory costs in our economy are
now at $600 billion and climbing; that
is $6,000 per household.

Small business and small units of
government have been at the mercy of
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the Federal regulators for many years.
And probably the most often voiced
complaint that | receive when | talk to
my constituents is about this overregu-
lation.

In 1980 this Congress passed a bill,
the Regulatory Flexibility Act, in an
effort to rein in the bureaucracy and
the regulations. But it had no teeth in
it. It specifically prevented judicial re-
view. There has been strong and per-
sistent bureaucratic opposition to
meaningful reform of the Regulatory
Flexibility Act. Yet three Presidents of
both parties have ordered the bureauc-
racy to follow the Regulatory Flexibil-
ity Act but to no avail.

Last Congress, in the 103d Congress,
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr.
SKELTON] and | put together a coalition
of small business groups that support
legislation to improve the Regulatory
Flexibility Act, to add judicial review.
This was backed by 254 Members of
that Congress on both sides of the
aisle. But unfortunately the leadership
of that Congress, not the Members, re-
fused to call that bill, and it became,
because it died at the end of that Con-
gress, a part of our Contract With
America. | believe that turning a deaf
ear to the demands of responsible, rea-
sonable citizens in this country to re-

vise our overly bureaucratic, over-
blown, excessive, intrusive, and de-
structive regulatory system was a

major factor not only in the result of
the November 8 election but to the dis-
satisfaction which the American people
have expressed with their Federal Gov-
ernment.

| strongly support the legislation be-
fore us, and particularly title 1 which
does contain the improvements in the
Regulatory Flexibility Act to grant ju-
dicial review. In addition, agencies
must circulate proposed rules to the
chief counsel for the advocacy of Small
Business Administration, giving that
agency 30 days to comment on how
these would affect small entities.

And finally, the bill includes a sense
of Congress that the chief counsel for
advocacy of SBA should be able to file
amicus briefs in actions in the Federal
court.

Mr. Chairman, | strongly support
this legislation and am glad to have
the opportunity to speak in its favor
today.

Mr. REED. Mr. Chairman, | yield 5%
minutes to the gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. WATT].

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. | thank
the gentleman from Rhode Island [Mr.
REeeD] for yielding time to me.

I want to start by congratulating the
gentleman from Rhode Island [Mr.
ReeD] for taking what was a terrible
bill and working with the other side to
improve it into what is now a bad bill,
and | would be the first to concede that
it is an improved bill, but it is still
bad.

Let me express a series of concerns
that | have about this bill. First of all,
yesterday we passed a bill which re-
quires a cost-benefit assessment of any
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new regulations that the Federal Gov-
ernment puts in place. So | am wonder-
ing what is the purpose of this new
process that we are putting here, first
of all?

Second, this bill goes several steps
beyond that by giving small businesses
an implied veto over rules and regula-
tions and standing in court to contest
such regulations if the small business
is adversely affected, whatever that
means.

Third, this bill gives the Small Busi-
ness Administration Chief Counsel for
Advocacy, that is probably somebody
the American people have never heard
of, the obligation to review and com-
ment and get involved in litigation
with respect to rules and regulations.
It takes nobody out of the process. Un-
derstand, now, we have the depart-
ment, the agency of government, we
have the CBO, we have the Justice De-
partment, now we have the SBA in-
volved in the process. We keep adding
on to the bureaucracy, and nobody is
taken out of the process.

Now, let me talk to you about the
problems that | have with the bill. No.
1, it assumes that all rules that are
promulgated by government are bad.
You start with that assumption. Take
this retaurant example that the pre-
vious speaker talked about. When | go
into a restaurant and | look up and |
see an A grade rating, my friends, that
gives me a great deal of comfort as a
member of the public. Under this rule,
if we require some A grade rating, B
grade rating, whatever it is, although I
think that is done at the State level, if
under this bill we did it at the Federal
level, we would then adversely affect
some restaurants. They would then end
up in litigation in the courts, tying up
the court system.

No. 2, this bill gives small businesses
unprecedented standing. The people in
this country have had standing in the
court. Now are are giving small busi-
nesses some kind of standing out here
where they can come in, create more
litigation, and | submit to the Amer-
ican people that that sends a terrible
message that business now has some
standing that even ordinary people
cannot even get to. This is another
step away from empowerment of the
people and creates another bureauc-
racy which is, in effect, welfare for
businesses, do away with welfare for
the people, give welfare to the busi-
nesses.

Third, this bill creates an entirely
new level of bureaucracy in the proc-
ess.

Fourth, this bill will result in pro-
tracted and extended and unprecdented
litigation. At the same time we are
moving toward tort reform which takes
away rights from the people to have ac-
cess to the courts, we are moving in
this direction all of a sudden to give
more access to the courts, more stand-
ing to businesses.

Fifth, this bill will not allow us to
get to who is actually having influence
in the process. We offered an amend-
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ment, the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. ConYERS] did, in the committee
which would have required agencies to
tell who is commenting on these regu-
lations, who is actually getting in-
volved, who is exerting influence on
the regulators to draw these regula-
tions. You would think that my col-
leagues, if they are concerned about
protracted regulation, would have been
anxious to know who is involved in the
process, but no such luck.

Let me just say that the final con-
cern | have about this bill is that no-
body knows what it is going to cost.
We passed a bill yesterday to deal with
regulations that was estimated to cost
$250 million. Who has any idea what
this monstrosity is going to cost the
American people? And here we are, my
colleagues, saying we are trying to cut
back on government, and we are cut-
ting back on government by increas-
ing, not reducing, bureaucracy and
costs.

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. FRANKS].

Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey. Mr.
Chairman, | first want to congratulate
Chairman GEkAs for doing an extraor-
dinary job with this bill. What he is
going to be doing is providing meaning-
ful and long overdue relief, particu-
larly to small businesses throughout
America who are being crushed by the
weight of regulation.

We are suffocating job growth. We
are diminishing economic opportunity
oftentimes through well-meaning but
badly constructed rules and regula-
tions.

Mr. Chairman, a lot of the sugges-
tions embodied in title Il of this bill do
not come from any think tank in
Washington, DC, or any so-called ex-
perts. They came as a result of the ef-
forts of the manufacturing task force
of this House formed under the aus-
pices of the Northeast-Midwest Con-
gressional Coalition 2 years ago and
cochaired by the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts [Mr. MEEHAN] and myself.
We met with literally scores of small
manufacturers throughout our 18-State
region and they made recommenda-
tions to us in terms of specific items
that they wanted regulators to con-
sider before finally issuing their regu-
lation.
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Mr. Chairman, because of his extraor-
dinary efforts on behalf of this bill, 1
would like to yield the remainder of
my time to the cochairman of the con-
gressional manufacturing task force,
the gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. MEEHAN].

Mr. MEEHAN. | thank the gentleman
for yielding. Mr. Chairman, | rise today
in support of the regulatory impact
analysis provisions in H.R. 926. In 1993,
Representative BoB FRANKS and | es-
tablished the first ever congressional
manufacturing task force. We traveled
around the country to hold hearings
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and spoke to small and mid-sized com-
panies to find out what they needed to
maintain competitiveness.

Each time we held a hearing, each
time we met with small businesses, we
heard the same thing. Overlapping,
burdensome regulations are Killing
manufacturers ability to stay competi-
tive and have created the perception of
Government hostile to business.

Last year, the Federal Register is-
sued over 69,000 pages of new regula-
tions—the third highest total ever.
Congress must act to change this. By
requiring regulators to assess the im-
pact of new regulations, we will
streamline—not eliminate—regulations
so they are more effective. The goal is
to cause regulators and regulated par-
ties to have full knowledge of the like-
ly impact of a regulatory action before
it is made final.

Mr. REED. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia [Ms. LOFGREN].

Ms. LOFGREN. 1 thank the gen-
tleman for yielding this time to me.

You know, as a member of the com-
mittee, | enjoyed going through this
bill, and I think many of the goals are
worthy ones.

One concern | have, however, is that
I believe we have failed to account for
the immutable law of unintended con-
sequences. | believe it is our job to
make sure that, when we act legisla-
tively, we know what the outcome will
be and we do not get blind-sided by an
outcome that we did not intend or ex-
pect.

One of the issues | intend to raise by
way of an amendment later today has
to do with allowing for emergency ac-
tion and defining what that might be.

This was an amendment offered in
the committee, withdrawn with the
pledge that we would work through and
try to deal with the issue. Unfortu-
nately, given the press of time and our
agenda, that has not yet occurred.

I am concerned we do not want to
preclude, for example, the release of
useful drugs, a cure for cancer, because
of the regulatory scheme provided in
this bill.

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from South Carolina [Mr.
INGLIS], a member of the subcommit-
tee.

Mr. INGLIS of South Carolina. |
thank the chairman of the subcommit-
tee, the gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. GEKAs], for yielding this time to
me.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in strong sup-
port of this bill. I believe what this is
all about is making it more difficult
for Washington to regulate the activi-
ties out there in America. And that is
a good thing, because what has built up
in this country is a mindset based on
taxation, regulation, and litigation. We
are going to deal with the litigation
portion next week, with legal reform
items; we are going to deal with the
taxation part of that trilogy a little
after that. This week we are dealing
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with the regulatory part of that ter-
rible trilogy so weighing down this
country.

I believe this is a good step toward
reining in some of those regulators, to
making them have some justification
for their additional regulations. That
certainly will make sense out there in
America where businesses, particularly
small businesses, are collapsing under
the weight of this tremendous pressure
from the regulators. So I am very ex-
cited to support this bill. I commend
the chairman of our subcommittee for
doing an excellent job in bringing the
bill to us.

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from lIllinois
[Mr. FLANAGAN], a member of the sub-
committee, who has played an active
part in the development of this legisla-
tion.

Mr. FLANAGAN. | thank the gen-
tleman for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in strong sup-
port of H.R. 926, the Regulatory Reform
and Relief Act, sponsored by the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
GEKAS].

H.R. 926, which is the product of hard
work and consensus by Mr. GEKAS and
members of the Judiciary Committee,
is in my opinion one of the most impor-
tant features of the Republicans’ Con-
tract With America. It tackles head-on
many of the problems that have been
caused by the Congress and the Federal
bureaucracy during the past 30-40
years, and | urge all my colleagues to
vote in favor of this legislation.

Mr. Chairman, American taxpayers,
small business owners, farmers, ranch-
ers, and regional government officials
are suffering under the weight of high
taxes and excessive and intrusive gov-
ernment regulations. H.R. 926 is a step
towards reversing this trend by rolling
back the tide of ill-conceived regula-
tions, and making bureaucrats more
accountable for the burdens they im-
pose on both the wage payer and the
wage earner.

Under H.R. 926, Federal agencies will
be required to perform regulatory im-
pact analyses whenever a major rule—
that is, a rule which has an effect on
the economy of $50 million or more—is
promulgated. This language will go far
in reducing the burdens placed on all
entrepreneurs, especially small busi-
ness owners whose companies employ
two-thirds of the American work force
and fuel the Nation’s economy. Fur-
thermore, with the enactment of this
bill, business people and their employ-
ees will be a step closer in having a
Government that acts more like their
friend, and not as their worst enemy.

Mr. Chairman, before | yield back my
time, | would like to take a moment to
express my sincere appreciation to Mr.
GEKAS and his staff. Since the start of
the 104th Congress, Mr. GEKAS has bent
over backward to accommodate those
Members who have had reasonable sug-
gestions for perfecting this bill. Wheth-
er Republican or Democrat, committee
chairman or lowly freshman Member,
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Mr. GEKAs and his staff worked in a
congenial and bipartisan fashion un-
equal to anything else | have seen so
far in this body.

Again, Mr. Chairman, | urge all my
colleagues to vote in favor of H.R. 926.

Mr. REED. Mr. Chairman, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Mis-
souri [Mr. VOLKMER].

Mr. VOLKMER. | thank the gen-
tleman from Rhode Island for yielding
this time to me.

Mr. Chairman, | would like to elabo-
rate a little bit on some of the things
that the gentleman from North Caro-
lina [Mr. WATT] has alluded to in his
remarks.

You know, when we take the bill that
we just passed last night and add to it
to the bill that we have today, we have
a total cost to the taxpayers of $400
million. This means, to me, according
to CBO estimates, that you are going
to have to add that many more work
hours in the Federal bureaucracy in
order to do the risk assessment, the
regulatory impact analysis, plus the
other few things that are thrown in.

Where do all these bureaucrats come
from? They do not come from the sky,
they do not grow on trees, they are
hard-working American taxpayers,
folks. They work hard just like every-
body else out there, whether you are a
truck driver, a lawyer, a doctor, or
anybody else. They are trying to do
their job.

But what is really going to happen?
Do you really believe, is there anybody
in this House, anyone from the Speaker
on down, from the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. GEKAS] or the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. FLANAGAN],
or anybody, who can tell me that this
Congress is going to appropriate the
additional funds necessary to the
Small Business Administration, to
EPA, to the other of our Federal agen-
cies, the Food and Drug Administra-
tion and all the rest of them, in order
to perform the tasks they are going to
be required to fulfill under this bill and
the bill we passed just yesterday? No.
It is not going to happen.

The money is not going to be there.
The additional bureaucrats are not
going to be added. As a result, they are
not going to be able to do the work
that is imposed on them. Then what
will the other party say? The other
party will say they are not doing their
job, “We passed the legislation, and
they are not doing their job.”’

Well, folks, they cannot do their job,
they cannot do it unless you give them
the money. And you are not going to
give them the money because you are
already taking away from the kids, the
veterans, the elderly. All those pro-
grams are being cut in a rescission bill
in order to give it to the wealthy in in-
come tax cuts. That is where you are
giving the money. You are not going to
help them be able to fulfill this legisla-
tion.

You tell me in what bill when you
are going to appropriate the additional
money that is required under the CBO
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estimate in this bill. You are not going
to do it.

I would like to have the gentleman
from Louisiana [Mr. LIVINGSTON], the
chairman of the Committee on Appro-
priations, come up here and tell us
they are going to provide the addi-
tional funds, because | do not think it
is going to be done.

Mr. REED. Mr. Chairman, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Mis-
souri [Mr. SKELTON].

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, |
thank the gentleman from Rhode Is-
land for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Chairman, this is the culmina-
tion of a great deal of effort that | have
been personally working on for more
than a decade.

At the outset, let me thank and com-
pliment my colleague, the gentleman
from Illinois, Mr. EWING, for his efforts,
for together we have cosponsored legis-
lation regarding the original Regu-
latory Flexibility Act for some time. |
also thank the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania, Mr. GEKAS, the ranking sub-
committee member, the gentleman
from Rhode Island, Mr. REED, the gen-
tlewoman from Kansas, Chairman MEY-
ERS, and the ranking member, the gen-
tleman from New York, Mr. LAFALCE.

I applaud their efforts and again
thank TomMm EwING for the opportunity
of getting this hearing.

The Regulatory Reform and Relief
Act, which had my support and on
which | worked, was signed into law
back in 1980.

Later | was chairman of the House
Small Business Subcommittee, and |
held hearings on this in the mid-1980’s
concerning how the Regulatory Flexi-
bility Act was working. We got mixed
reviews. As chairman of that, | found
that most agencies were making an
honest, diligent effort to comply with
the law. Others came before us and tes-
tified and said, ‘“‘It does not apply to
us,”” or they were giving it, as we say
back home, a lick and a promise.

We put out a report that found that
those complying with the law found
that they were actually writing better
regulations when they considered the
impact on small businesses.

Also, they found and concluded that
it saves these agencies time, saves
them money when good regulations are
written from the beginning rather than
waiting to have them questioned by
small businesses.

We need to make adjustments in the
law, to improve it, to give it teeth.
That is why the portion that Mr. EWING
and | have been working on throughout
the last few years deals with judicial
review and primarily states that the
agencies should understand that they
can actually be challenged if they
write regulations that are more than
cursory—take more than cursory con-
sideration of the impact on small busi-
nesses.

It is unlikely that many cases would
ever come to court because the threat,
the sword of Damocles that would be
hanging over them. | think it would be
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a very, very important step, and that is
why | fully support the efforts for judi-
cial review and a change in the law as
set forth in this proposal.

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Chairman, before |
recognize our next speaker, | want to
personally commend the gentleman
from Missouri [Mr. SKELTON] for his
decade of interest in this vital issue
and to point out to the Members that
his testimony and his involvement has
played an important role in bringing
this matter to the full House today.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Georgia [Mr.
BARR] who has also played a significant
role in the development of the issues
that have now been brought to the
floor.

Mr. BARR. | thank the gentleman for
yielding this time to me.

I thank the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. GEKAS] for the fine work
that he has provided, not only to those
who have the honor of serving on his
subcommittee and addressing the is-
sues of regulatory reform but also to
the people of this country who labor in
our small businesses all across this
great land who have been crying out
for this relief for so long but who for so
long have been denied the relief they
need to manage their businesses in a
way that meets the needs of their con-
sumers, responsibly meets the needs of
their consumers, meets the needs of
their shareholders, meets the needs of
citizens all across this land who benefit
from the products and services that our
businesses provide.
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Those consumers and those citizens
have for too long labored and have seen
higher prices for products, products not
being able to get on the market, and
higher prices for the provision of nec-
essary Government services, all of
which can be directly traced to burden-
some, many times unnecessary, and
frequently ill-thought-out Federal reg-
ulations.

Under the leadership of the chairman
of the Subcommittee on Commercial
and Administrative Law, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
GEKAS], we have taken one step, only
one step, but an important step, toward
regulatory reform and regulatory flexi-
bility.

It has been a very responsible first
step, Mr. Chairman. We listened very
carefully to the evidence and the testi-
mony that was presented to us in sub-
committee hearings. In some instances
we took the material that was received
and incorporated that into amend-
ments to the bill that we now have be-
fore us. In other instances, based on in-
formation presented by some folks
from the administration, we have de-
ferred action, recommended deferring
action in some important areas.

But | think this administration and
the American people and those on the
other side of the aisle who continue to
defend the status quo must know that
even as important as H.R. 926 is that
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we will be considering today, there is
further work that must be done to en-
sure that our Federal regulators re-
spect the rights of citizens and busi-
nesses, and that they extend them re-
lief, and that they be stopped from run-
ning roughshod over our businesses and
our citizens.

Mr. REED. Mr. Chairman, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. TRAFICANT].

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, |
am one Democrat who believes regula-
tions have gone too far. They Kkill
American jobs. It has gotten to the
point that it is so bad that if a dog uri-
nates on a side lot, it may be declared
a wetlands.

I recommended for years that Con-
gress should ship the EPA to Japan,
Taiwan, Korea, and China, and then we
would not have a trade problem be-
cause the EPA would screw them up
too.

But in any event, | think the Demo-
crats should have done this in the past.
I am going to support the bill. 1 have
two amendments, and people are say-
ing they may not necessarily apply to
in fact the Administrative Procedures
Act. But in my research | have found
that there are no safeguards in the
event that situation should develop.

My two amendments would do two
things, and | would like the majority
party here to pay attention to this.

This bill would exempt certain emer-
gencies, certain deadlines imposed by
statute, and certain monetary a